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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Purpose
Institutions of higher education have governance pat
terns different from most other organizations.

These pat

terns vary from institution to institution within the realm
of higher education.

Governance processes in higher educa

tion have been studied by many researchers resulting in the
development of various governance models.
model has been developed by Stroup
Blau.

2

The bureaucratic

and later examined by

Baldridge haB developed a political model from his

case study of New York University.^ The collegial model has
k
c
been discussed by Millett and Keeton.
Common to all these
models was a degree of participation in decision making by
^Herbert Stroup, Bureaucracy in Higher Education
(New York* Free Press, 19^6).
2

Peter M. Blau, The Organization of Academic Work
(New Yorki John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1973).
^
I
■v. Victor Baldridge, Power and Conflict in the
University (New York* John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1971).
k

John D. Millett, The Academic Community (New York*
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1962)7
^Morris T. Keeton, Shared Authority on Campus
(Washington, D. C.i American Association for Higher
Education, 1971)*
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members of the academic community.

Researchers* theorists,

and educators disagree on the amount of decision-making
power which each member group of the academic community
should be granted.
One model that appeared to guide academicians concern
ing the distribution of decision-making authority in institu
tions of higher education was described by a joint committee
of the American Association of University Professors, the
American Council on Education, and the Association of
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges.^

The basic

premise of this model was that authority should be shared
by faculty, administration, and trustees.

This premise,

identified conceptually as shared authority, has been
accepted to varying degrees by almost all writers on univer
sity governance.
During the 1960's and 1970's, faculties of American
colleges and universities have moved toward collect
ive bargaining.

Major professional organizations have

become involved in vying for the right to represent college
faculties.

The reasons for moving toward collective bar

gaining relating to the governance process are important.
Some faculty feel that they are not involved in decision
making or that they are dissatisfied with the present
6
Henry L. Mason, College and University Government
(New Orleans* Tulane University, 1972), p. 212,
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distribution of decision-making power.^
The purposes of this investigation were to determine
(1) the perceptions of faculty members concerning the
implementation of the concept of shared authority at public
colleges and universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia,
and (2) to see if these faculty members favor collective
bargaining as a means of sharing authority.
Research Questions
To fulfill the purposes stated above, the following
questions determined the focus of the researchi
1.

Do the faculty members of the public institutions

of higher education in Virginia perceive that the concept
of shared authority is practiced at their respective
institutions?
2.

Is there a difference in the practice of sharing

authority between two-year colleges, senior colleges not
granting the doctorate, and universities?
3.

Does the size and age of the institution of higher

education affect the perception of faculty members as to
the practice of shared authority at their institutions?
4-.

Is there a relationship between the faculty mem

ber's perception of the practice of shared authority at his
institution and his attitudes toward collective bargaining?
7
rJohn D. Millett, Decision Making and Administration in
Higher Education (Kent, Ohio* The Kent State University
Press, 1968), p. 17*
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5.

Does a relationship exist between the departmental

affiliationfji' and academic rank
of
the faculty member and his
i
'
perceptioh^f the practice of shared authority at his
institution?
6.

Does a relationship exist between the departmental

affiliation and academic rank of the faculty member and his
attitudes toward collective bargaining?
Hypotheses
In the 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and
Q
Universities, the case for shared authority by faculty,
administrators, and trustees was formally stated.

A follow-

up study by the American Association of University Professors
found that the actual governance practices were not in
accordance with the 1966 statement.

This study and others

found that perceptions of shared authority differed by
institutional types.

At two-year colleges and emerging

universities, faculty felt that they participated less in
decision making.

University faculty believed they were

allowed to participate in decision making more extensively
o
10
than did faculties at other institutions.
Studies by Blau
p
AAUP, Statement on Government of Colleges and Univer
sities. (Washington, D.C.i American Association of Univer
sity Professors, 1966),
^AAUP, "Report of the Survey Subcommittee of Committee
T," AAUP Bulletin, Vol. 57 (Spring, 1971)# p. 71.
10Blau, p. 13.
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and Dykes1* emphasized the influence of institutional size
on organizational characteristics, such as the decision
making process.

Blau's study pointed out several other

factors that would influence organizational climate and
decision making.

Among them were age of the institution

and departmental affiliation.

A study reported by Mason

12

indicated differences in faculty members' attitudes based
on their academic ranks toward both decision making and
collective bargaining.

In this same document, an inverse

relationship between participation in decision making and
favorable attitudes toward collective bargaining was indi
cated.

The Carnegie Commission reached a similar conclusion

that if codetermination were allowed to become less effec
tive, collective bargaining would become more attractive.1^
Prom the research questions listed earlier and a review
of the related literature the following hypotheses were
developed t
1.

Faculty members of public institutions of higher

education in Virginia do perceive that the concept of shared
authority is practiced at their respective institutions.
“
^ Archie R, Dykes, Faculty Participation in Academic
Decision Making. (Washington, D. C.i American Council on
Education, 1968).
12
Mason, p. 21.
^Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Governance
of Higher Educationi Six Priority Problems. (New York»
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1973)» P# 51#

11*

2.

There are significant differences in the faculty

perceptions of how shared authority is exercised at the twoyear college, the senior college not granting doctorate
degrees, and the universities granting doctorate degrees.
3.

There are significant differences between the per

ceived practice of shared authority in institutions based on
their age and size.
1*.

Those faculty who perceive that authority is

shared at their respective institutions will be negatively
inclined toward collective bargaining.
5.

There is a significant relationship between the

academic rank and departmental affiliation of the faculty
member and his perception of the practice of shared author
ity at his institution.
6.

There is a significant relationship between the

academic rank and departmental affiliation of the faculty
member and his attitude toward collective bargaining.
Definition of Terms
Several terms must be defined in order to examine the
concept of shared authority.

The following definitions are

related to the various degrees of perceived decision
making authority.
Administrative Dominance.— An arrangement where the
administration makes decisions on a unilateral basis, with
little or no prior faculty consultation.
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Administrative Primacy,— An arrangement where there are
mechanisms for faculty consultation or expression of pointsof-view, but these opinions are given less consideration
than administrative recommendations.
Shared Authority.— An arrangement where both faculty
and administration exercise effective influence in decision
making.
Faculty Primacy.— An arrangement where decision-making
authority rests primarily with the faculty.
Faculty Dominance.— An arrangement where all basic
1II
authority resides with the faculty.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were made for this study*
1.

A sample of 215 teachers is representative of the

total population of full-time faculty in public institutions
of higher education in Virginia.
2.

Faculty members are interested in the governance

process and have perceptions on how the institution is
governed.
3.

If faculty perceptions on how the institution is

governed can be compared with actual practice, areas of
possible conflict can be determined and possibly rectified.
lit
Arnold R. Weber, et.al.. Faculty Participation in
Academic Governance. (Washington, D. C,* American
Association for Higher Education. 196?), pp. 14-15*
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Limitations
The primary limitations of this study were*
1.

The study was limited to faculty members employed

full-time as determined by listing in college catalogs for
the academic year 197^-1975»
2.

The sample was limited to public institutions of

higher education in the Commonwealth of Virginia including
two-year colleges, senior colleges not granting the doctor
ate degree, and universities granting the doctorate degree.
3.

The study is limited to the perceptions of faculty

members which may not correlate with actual practices at
various institutions.
Methodology
Type of Study
The purpose of this study was to gather faculty opin
ion.

To do so required an ex post facto design.

A mailed

questionnaire was utilized to record faculty perceptions as
they existed at the time of the survey.

Therefore, there

was no attempt to manipulate any variables.

The opinions of

the faculty had been set at the time of the survey.
Sample
The population consisted of all full-time faculty of
the public two-year colleges and senior institutions of
higher education in Virginia.

A random sample of full-time
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faculty members at the Virginia public institutions of
higher education was drawn.

Faculty members included in the

sample were selected at random from the names listed in the
current catalogs of the public colleges and universities in
Virginia.

Each faculty member was assigned an identifi

cation number.

A table of random numbers was used to select

those faculty members who were to be questioned.
sample of 350 names was selected.

An initial

This provided 215 usable

returns.
A statistical t-test was performed to determine if
there was a statistical difference between a stratified
sample and a purely random sample.

There was no significant

difference between the random sample and the stratified
sample by each of the three institutional types.

The rela

tionships are shown in Table 1.
Survey Procedure
A questionnaire was mailed to each member in the sample.
Each respondent received an introductory letter (Appendix A),
a copy of the questionnaire (Appendix B), and a postage
paid return envelope.

Each questionnaire carried an iden

tification number for follow-up procedure purposes.

Three

weeks later a follow-up letter (Appendix C), another
questionnaire, and a postage paid return envelope was sent
to those faculty in the sample who had failed to respond.

18

TABLE 1
COMPARISON OF RANDOM SAMPLE AND
POPULATION BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE
Percent of
Total Faculty
Members

Percent of
Sample

Two-year College

22.93#

25.79#

Senior College not
Granting the
Doctorate

26. 92#

22 92

1.68

University Granting
the Doctorate

50.69#

51.29#

0.22

Type of Institution

.#

t-ratio
-1.41
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Questionnaire
The first part of the questionnaire consisted of a
series of summated rating scale type questions designed to
determine the faculty perceptions of shared authority.

"A

summated rating scale is a set of attitude items, all of
which are considered of approximately equal 'attitude
v a l u e a n d to each of which subjects respond with degrees
of agreement or disagreement.

The scores of the items of

such a*scale are summed, or summed and averaged, to yield
an individual attitude score,"*-*

Types of decisions were

listed and faculty were asked to state who they perceived
had the authority to make each type of decision.

The

second part of the questionnaire contained a question to
determine the faculty member's attitude toward collective
bargaining.

This question was also presented in the form

of a summated rating scale.

The third part of the ques

tionnaire requested the faculty member's academic rank.
The size of the institution, age of the institution, and the
departmental affiliation of the faculty member were deter
mined by the researcher.
Analysis
Analysis of variance, regression analysis, and tests of
*^Pred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research.
2nd. edition (New Yorki Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,
1973). P. 496.
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mean difference were used for statistical analysis.
Hypothesis one was tested for a significant difference
between the sample mean and the hypothesized mean for shared
authority.

Hypothesis two was tested with the use of a one

way analysis of variance.

Hypotheses three, five, and six

were analyzed with analysis of variance.

Hypothesis four

was tested with the use of regression analysis.
Summary
Faculty participation in decision making has been the
subject of much discussion in higher education.

Three major

organizations combined their efforts to develop a model that
guides institutions in the distribution of decision-making
authority.

It was the basic premise of this model, the

distribution of authority between faculty and administration,
that was investigated in this study.
to be answered were*

The basic questions

Was the concept of shared authority

practiced at colleges and universities in the Commonwealth
of Virginia?

What factors related to the faculty member's

perceptions of the sharing of authority at their institutions?
What did faculty think about collective bargaining?

The

remainder of this document is a discussion of related
research, an analysis of questionnaire response, and a
discussion of findings and conclusions.In Chapter 1 a general discussion of the purposes of
the study, research questions, hypotheses, and an outline
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of the methodology was presented.

A summary of the related

literature was reviewed in Chapter 2,

In Chapter 3» the

data coding and statistical analyses were presented.

The

findings, conclusions, and recommendations that evolved
from the research were summarized in Chapter k .

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The field of academic governance was examined for
research relating to shared authority.

In this chapter, the

findings of those studies that were relevant to this inves
tigation are presented.
Decision Making in Higher Education
Corson described governance in higher education and
compared it to the administration of business and govern
mental organizations.*

That which follows is a discussion

of his analysis.
Many attempts have been made to incorporate successful
business techniques in the administration of institutions
of higher education.

The basis for such a juxtaposition was

that no differences existed between business* governmental*
and educational enterprises.

Therefore, techniques that were

successful in one type of enterprise must be successful in
other types of enterprises.

Some characteristics of educa

tional institutions were similar to those of governmental
agencies and businesses.

All three types of organizations

*John J. Corson* Governance of Colleges and Universities
(New York* McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.* i 9 6 0 ).
22
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existed to accomplish something.

Business produced goods

and services, governmental agencies provided regulatory and
welfare services, and colleges and universities offered
educational services.

To accomplish these things, organi

zations must have had resourcesi
and manpower.
and maintained.

land, equipment, buildings,

Such resources had to be acquired, managed,
Business, government, and educational

institutions had to develop processes that facilitated
cooperative action on the part of its human resources so
that purposes could be accomplished.

Not one of these

organizations could stand still as time progressed.
type of organization either expanded or regressed.
2
could not have remained static.

Each
They

Corson found that although similarities existed between
business enterprises, governmental agencies, and institutions
of higher education, there were many differences between
colleges and universities and the other organizational forms.
Colleges and universities served a multiplicity of purposes.
Their purposes included transmission of knowledge, research,
community services, and many others.

The purposes of busi

ness organizations and governmental agencies were much more
refined.

Departments within colleges and universities were

much more diverse and not necessarily striving to accomplish
identical goals or objectives.

Because of so many diverse

and independent activities within colleges and universities
2Ibid., p. 9.
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-

decision making was much more widely dispersed.^

Authority

was found to be distributed in a different manner in higher
education.

The "scalar principle," defined as "the more clear

the line of authority from the top manager in an enterprise
to every subordinate position, the more effective will be
the responsible decision making and organization communica
tion,"^ did not exist in higher education as it did in busi
ness and governmental organizations.

In colleges and uni

versities authority was not held solely by the chief executL

tives and delegated down the organization.

A further

difference was that colleges and universities had two
structures within the organization.

One structure followed

the scalar pattern with the president at the top of the
organization.

Below this position were deans and department

heads in various line relationships.
formed by faculty legislative bodies.

A second structure was
These bodies were

formed from departmental faculties or institution-wide
faculties.

Such groups were basically concerned with

educational policy.
Corson noted that faculty members in colleges and uni
versities maintained more authority than their counterparts
3Ibid.. p. 10.
4Harold Koontz and Cyril O'Donnell, Principles of
Managementt An Analysis of Managerial Functions (New Yorkt
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1972), p. 411.
^Corson, p. 14.
6Ibid.. p. 34.

25
who may be classified as employees in business and government.

Faculty maintained a place in the decision-making process for
many reasons.

In the United States lay governing boards had

lacked the expertise needed for making educational decisions*
hencei they relinquished such authority to experts— the
faculty.

In many instances faculties were ambitious and

attempted to retain or even gain more control over such
decisions.

However, the most important factor was tradition.

Faculties had traditionally been involved in governing
universities.

It was this tradition that caused faculty to

want to maintain their authority especially in areas of
educational matters.7
It was because of these differences in decision making
at institutions of higher education that Corson wrote*
The process of deciding is distinctive in the
college or university in the degree to which
final responsibility for making decisions is
diffused. Substantial independent authority
for making various types of decisions is
allocated beyond the trustees and the president
to the faculty as a group, to individual teachers,
to department heads, to deans, to coaches, and
to administrative officers. It follows, hence,
that the government of a college or university
poses distinctive problems in finding ways of
enlisting and integrating the energies,
initiative, and zeal of the relatively larger
number among whom responsibility for decision
making is shared.®
It was the sharing of authority within institutions of high
er education that was the subject of this investigation.
7Ibid.. p. 46.
8Ibid., p. 11,
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Q
Shared Authority on Campus^
The Keeton study was organized as an outgrowth of the
Campus Governance Program of the American Association for
Higher Education.

Built into the design was "the assumption

that the prerogatives in governing and managing a campus
should be more widely shared,"

10

In a study of nineteen

campuses, Keeton attempted to investigate the existence of
authority sharing by the various institutional constituencies
and to recommend effective means of sharing authority.
Keeton presented four reasons why the various constitu
encies should claim the right to authority in governance.
If someone was affected by college activities, Keeton
believed he should have some say in those activities.
Therefore, students whose lives were affected by decisions
made at colleges and universities had the right to partici
pate.

Faculty on whose competence the institution depended

should have been given the right to make decisions concern
ing the utilization of their competence.

Staff and adminis-

tration whose cooperation was essential to campus operations
had the right to participate in decisions that would ulti
mately lead to their continued cooperation.

All other

constituencies whose sponsorship and resources had created
and maintained institutions of higher education had the
^Morris Keeton, Shared Authority on Campus (Washington,
D. C.i American Association for Higher"Education, 197lT»
1QIbid.. p. 3.
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right to see that their interests were protected.

11

The recommendations that evolved from this study can
he divided into two groups.

One setjof recommendations

attempted to answer the question on who should govern*
while the second set of recommendations dealt with the
problem of effective sharing of authority.
The findings on who should govern werei
1.

2.

Most campuses should make substantial
changes toward more effective enfranchise
ment of faculty* students* nonfaculty staff*
and underrepresented elements of the public.
The tasks and trends confronting higher
education do not dictate any one style of12
governing that will serve all campuses.

Keeton's recommendations on the effective sharing of
authority were more precise.

Recognizing that there were no

simple recipes for governing institutions* Keeton's
recommendations were based on division of labor* respect of
other peoples concerns# and commitment to an effective
sharing of authority.

He believed that representative

governance techniques could be used.

However division of

labor was seen as the creation of units which were capable
of maintaining high morale and conserted effort directed
toward fulfilling the units purpose.

Under such an arrange

ment decisions would be made by all constituents or just
one of the constituents depending on the type of decision
that was to be made.
“ ibid.. p. 9.

12Ibid.. p. W-7.
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If such a system of governance was to be successful*
Keeton recommended a good investment in effort by partici
pants and resources by the institution.

If such an invest

ment were to be made, improved.patterns of accountability
had to be developed.

Confidence in the participative

governance model had to be instilled in constituencies.
Effective leaders with a commitment to a model that stresses
sharing of authority took a prominent place in Keeton’s
model.

Being able to develop discussion along rationally

persuasive lines and the ability to deal with emotional talk
and action were major characteristics desired in participants
and leaders in a shared authority system.

Rationality could

be increased and emotionalism reduced by complete and
adequate disclosure of all information needed for a given
decision.
Keeton's conclusion was that no one system would do
for all institutions.

It was the responsibility of the

individual institution to determine its governance problems
and develop a model of governance that would cope with
these problems.13
"Report of the Survey Subcommittee
of Committee T"14
The American Association of University Professors
13Ibid.. p p

.

148-151.

Ik
AAUP, "Report of the Survey Subcommittee of Committee
T," AAUP Bulletin. Vol. 57 (Spring, 1971). PP. 68-124.
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received the report of the Survey Subcommittee of Committee
T on Faculty Participation in College and University Govern
ment at its annual meeting in 1970.

In this report the

results of a study conducted during the winter of the 196970 academic year were presented.

The,purpose of the study

was to measure the level of faculty participation in univer
sity governance as compared to that proposed in the 1966
"Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities."
A questionnaire was sent to the chief administrative
officer of the institution and to the president of the
local AAUP chapter if one existed.

The respondents were

requested to indicate the level of faculty participation as
measured by 3^ different items.

The respondents ranked each

item on a five-point scale as follows*

Determination, Joint

Action, Consultation, Discussion, and None.

These classifi

cations were defined in the report as follows*1'*
Determination* - Determination means that the
faculty of an academic unit or its duly
authorized representatives have final legislative
or operational authority with respect to the
policy or action* and any other technically
required approvals or concurrences are only
pro forma.
Joint Action. Joint action means that formal
agreement by both the faculty and other components
of the institution is required for affirmative
action or policy determination.
Consultation. Consultation means that there is
a formal procedure or established practice which
provides a means for the faculty (as a whole
or through authorized representatives) to present
its judgment In the form of a recommendation*
vote* or other expression sufficiently explicit
15Ibid. . p. 122

to record the position or positions taken by the
faculty.
Discussion. Discussion means there was only an
informal expression of opinion from the faculty
or from individual faculty membersj or that there
is formally expressed opinion only from adminis
tratively selected committees.
None, None means that there is no faculty
participation.
The committee reported that there were no marked
differences between private and public institutions.
Responses from these institutions clustered around the
consultation level.

Similar results were indicated for the

nine institutional types used in the study.

Universities,

liberal arts and emerging universities, junior and community
colleges, technical colleges, liberal arts colleges, public
universities, private universities, liberal arts and
emerging public universities, and liberal arts and emerging
private universities comprised the nine institutional types.
Even when geographic location was considered, no appreciable
difference was detected.1** The conclusion of the committee
was that "on the average, faculty participation in college
and university government in the United States is viewed by
faculties and administrations as;being at the level of
consultation, a far cry from the ideals envisaged by the
1966 ’Statement on Government of Colleges and Universi
ties. ,,,1?
l6Ibid., p. 69.
l7I M d . , p. 73.
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Faculty Participation in Academic Governance

18

Thirty-four institutions of higher education in various
parts of the United States vrere studied by the American
Association for Higher Education*

Included in the judgment

sample were twelve two-year colleges, seven municipal or
state colleges» seven emerging universities! and two wellestablished universities.

Twenty-eight were public institu-

i

tions and six were private.

The purpose of the investiga

tion was to examine factors that contributed to the faculty
unrest of the 1960's.

A second purpose was to recommend

procedures for improving the role of faculty participation
in institutional government.
For the purposes of their research, a model was devel
oped to explain the distribution of authority between
administration and faculty of colleges and universities.
The participants were asked to respond to items on a
continuum with five zonesi

Administrative Dominance!

Administrative Primacy, Shared Authority! Faculty Primacy,
and Faculty DomJnance.

These are the same categories that

were used in this research.
The results of the AAHE task force study indicated that
faculty exercised little authority in institutions of higher
education*
Ifi
Arnold R. Weber, et al. Faculty Participation in
Academic Governance (Washington* D* C,i American Association
for Higher Education, 1967).
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Approximately 50 percent of the institutions
in our sample were characterized by administra
tive primacy. Another 25 percent fell in the
zone shared authority, where both the faculty
and the administration enjoyed effective
influence over major decisions. Of the remain
ing 25 percent, the largest proportion fell into
the category of administrative dominance, while
only a few campuses were marked by faculty
primacy over a broad range of issues. None of
the institutions studied could be described as
cases of faculty dominance.3*9
In analyzing the authority continuum and its relation
to institutional type, several generalizations were made.
Two-year colleges were characterized by administrative donw
inance or administrative primacy.

Emerging institutions

generally were characterized by administrative primacy with
several institutions moving toward shared authority.

Older

state colleges, universities, and private institutions
were characterized by shared authority or faculty primacy.
It was observed that institutions tended to move along the
continuum toward increasing faculty participation.
Faculty Participation in Academic
Decision Making20
A study by Dykes was conducted at a large midwestem
university.

A sample of 106 of the faculty members at the

university were interviewed.

The interview process was

designed to determine faculty attitudes and perceptions
19Ibid. . p. 16.
20

Archie R, Dykes, Faculty Participation in Academic
Decision Making (Washington, D. c T i A m e r i c a n Council on
Education, 1968).

33
regarding their participation in academic decision making,

21

Faculty were asked what they thought their "proper" role
should he, if they were satisfied with their role, how they
involved themselves in decision making, what obstacles to
decision making did they perceive, and what were the means
,
22
for participation in decision making.
23
Six general conclusions were reached by Dykes*
1.

2.
3.

5*

6.

One of the most noticeable and best documented
findings of the investigation is the existence
of a pervasive ambivalence in faculty attitudes
toward participation in decision making.
A reluctance to recognize or accept the
new realities of participation was documented
repeatedly throughout the study.
Respondents to the study showed a strong tendency
to dichotomize decisions into "educational"
and "noneducational" categories and to ascribe
degrees of faculty influence accordingly.
The findings suggested that the source of much
of the tension between faculty and administration
is a conviction held by many faculty members
that any increase in administrative power and
influence must necessarily result in a decrease
in their own.
The study revealed a disturbing discrepancy
between what the faculty perceived its role
in decision making to be on the campus under
study and what its role is in reality,
Finally, the study revealed that academicians
hold an exceedingly simplistic view of the
distribution of influence and power in their
own community.
Summary

A brief discussion of the purposes, samples, and
Z lm

d., p. VI.

22Ibid.. p. VII,
2%bi_d., pp.

3

^

results of four studies were presented.

The present study

developed out of the content of these studies.

Some aspects

of the present study are similar to those reviewed, while
other aspects are different.
Each of the studies reviewed related to academic
decision making.

The idea of sharing decision making

authority within colleges and universities was a basis for
all four studies.

They were concerned with participation

of the various institutional constituencies in decisions.
The faculty, a major institutional constituent in higher
education, was included in each sample.
also included administrators.

Most studies

Since the present study was

concerned with faculty perceptions, other constituencies
were not sampled.

Administrators, faculty, students, and

trustees were included in Keeton's study.

Administrators

and faculty were included in the AAUP study and the AAHE
study.

The Dykes study was the only study reviewed which

questioned faculty alone.

The make-up of the various samples

is summarized in Table 2.
The samples of the studies reviewed ranged from one
drawn from a single institution, as in the Dykes study, to a
nationwide sample covering public and private institutions,
as the AAUP study.

The present study drew its sample from

full-time faculty of public colleges and universities
located in the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Categories used in the present study were similar to
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TABLE 2
POPULATION AND SAMPLE OF RELATED
RESEARCH STUDIES
Name of Study

Participants

Present Study1
Faculty Perceptions of Shared Authority
and Collective Bargaining at the Public
Institutions of Higher Education in
Virginia

Faculty

Related Studies*
Shared Authority on Campus
(American Association for Higher
Education)

Faculty
Administrators
Students
Trustees

Report of the Survey Subcommittee
of Committee T (American Association
of University Professors)

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty Participation in Academic
Governance (American Association
for Higher Education)

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty Participation in Academic
Decision Making (American Council
on Education)

Faculty
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those of the AAUP study and the AAHE study.

The decision

items used in the questionnaire were based on the 34 items
in the AAUP schedule.

The decision-making continuum used

m s identical to the one developed for the AAHE study.
The four studies took place between 1965 and 1970,
During this time the governance process m s receiving much
attention due to numerous campus disturbances and the
growing movement to collective bargaining.

The AAUP

responded during this time with the "Statement on Govern
ment of Colleges and Universities."

The present study

comes at least five years after the turmoil of campus
unrest had subsided.

The dates of the research studies

are presented in Table 3*
Collective bargaining is alluded to in these studies.
However, no concrete relationships are drawn between the
participation of faculty in decision making and their
attitude toward collective bargaining.
to investigate this relationship.

This study attempts
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TABLE 3
DATES OF RELATED RESEARCH STUDIES
Name of Study

Date

Present Studyi
Faculty Perceptions of Shared Authority
and Collective Bargaining at the Public
Institutions of Higher Education in
Virginia

1975

Related Studiesi
Shared Authority on Campus (American
Association for Higher Education)

1967

Report of the Survey Subcommittee
of Committee T (American Association
of University Professors)

1969-70

Faculty Participation in Academic
Governance (American Association
for Higher Education)

1967

Faculty Participation in Academic
Decision Making (American Council
on Education)

1968

CHAPTER 3
ANAXYSIS
A survey of faculty members was conducted to determine
whether they perceived that the concept of shared authority
was practiced at their institutions.

Also the researcher

wanted to investigate the relationship between the perceived
practice of shared authority and the faculty members* atti
tudes toward collective bargaining.

The following is a

discussion of the sampling process and the statistical
analysis of the survey results.
Selection of Items
After a review of similar studies* it was decided .to
use questionnaire items similar to those utilised in the
AAUP study.

The 31 items used in the AAUP study were*

1. Appointments
2. . Reappointments or Nonrenewal
3. Promotions
4. Tenure
5. Dismissal for Cause
6. Curriculum
7. Degree Requirements
8. Academic Performance of Students
9. Types of Degrees Offered
10. Establish... New Educational..•.Programs
11* Admission Requirements
12. Relative Staff Sizes of...Disciplines
13. Programs for Buildings...Facilities
14. President
15. Academic Deans
16. Department Chairmen
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17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

Faculty Salary Scales
Individual Faculty Salaries \
Short Range Budgetary Planning (1-3 Yr.)
long Range Budgetary Planning
Average Teaching Loads
Teaching Assignments
Specification...Department Committees
Membership Departmental Committees
Authority of Faculty in Government
Specification...Senate Committees
Membership...Senate Committees
Academic Discipline
Specification Student Extracurricular Rules
Extracurricular Behavior
.
Student Role in Institutional Government

Items 29 thru 31 were eliminated from consideration since
they dealt with areas of student concern.

Other items were

combined or eliminated resulting in 21 items of faculty
concern.
ies.

These 21 items were then grouped into four categor

The categories werei
1.

Decisions pertaining to faculty aff&irs

2.

Decisions pertaining to appointments of faculty

and administrators
3.

Decisions pertaining to academic programs

4.

Decisions pertaining to planning and governance.

Faculty members were asked to indicate on a five-point
scale the manner in which decisions were made at their
respective institutions on each of the 21 items.

The five-

point decision continuum was identical to that used in the
American Association for Higher Education study cited
earlier.

Faculty indicated whether decisions were made

^Report of the Survey Subcommittee of Committee T,”
AAUP Bulletin. Vol. 57 (Spring, 1971). p. 70.
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under the following conditions*

Administrative Dominance*

Administrative Primacy, Shared Authority, Faculty Primacy,
or Faculty Dominance.
Two additional items were added to the questionnaire.
Faculty were asked to indicate their attitudes toward
collective bargaining in one item.
rank was requested.

In the second, academic

This brought the number of items to

which the faculty member was requested to respond to 23.

A

complete copy of the questionnaire is included in Appendix B.
A check system was utilized in the design of the
questionnaire to make it more efficient for the faculty
member to respond to the items.

On the 21 decision items,

no blank was provided for the respondent to indicate no
response.

This was to force the faculty member to select

one of the five categories in the continuum.

However, in

the directions to the questionnaire the faculty member was
given the option of placing *NA' in the first blank for an
item that was not applicable to his particular institution.
The wording and format of the questionnaire was then tested
through a pilot study that resulted in several minor
revisions.
Coding of Questionnaire Responses
As the questionnaires were received they were coded.
Each of the first 21 questions was given a value ranging
from 1 to 5 as follows*
Administrative Dominance

1

Administrative Primacy

2

Shared Authority

3

Faculty Primacy

if

Faculty Dominance

5

These values were then totalled to derive a shared authority
score for each of the four decision areas.

If a question

was indicated as not applicable, no shared authority score
was computed for that section.

The shared authority scores

for the four decision areas were combined to form a total
shared authority score for that individual respondent.

No

total Bhared authority score was computed for a question
naire on which a not applicable response was indicated.
Question 22 on collective bargaining was coded in the fol
lowing manner*
Highly
Favorable
>

1

Favorable

2

Neutral

3

Against

4

Strongly Against

5

This coding became the collective bargaining score.

The

academic rank of the respondent was coded for statistical
purposes as follows*
Professor

1

Associate Professor

2

Assistant Professor

3

Instructor

if
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Data on the age of the institution! size of the insti
tution* institutional type* and departmental affiliation
were acquired independently by the researcher.

The ages

of institutions of higher education in Virginia were
divided into three categoriesi

institutions founded before

1900, institutions founded between 1900 and I960, and
institutions founded since i960. Virginia Commonwealth
University provided a unique problem.
two other institutions in 1968.

It was formed from

Since it would be mis

leading to place this institution in the category with
those founded since i960, some other classification was
used.

Responses from the academic division were placed in

the category with institutions founded between 1900 and
i960. This was based on the assumption that the academic
division was formed out of the Richmond Professional
Institute which was founded in 1917.

The responses from

the health sciences division were placed in the category of
those institutions founded before 1900.

The reasoning for

this classification was that the health sciences division
was formed out of the Medical College of Virginia which
was established in I838.
Institutional size was divided into six classes as
follows*
0 to 50 faculty members
51 to 100 faculty members
101 to 200 faculty members
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201 to 300 faculty members
301 to 400 faculty members
Above 400 faculty members
Coding data are presented in Tables 4 and 5*
Responses and Validation
An introductory letter and a questionnaire were mailed
to each person included in the sample.

After the initial

mailing and one follow-up letter to the nonrespondents, a
total of 24l responses were received.

Of the 241 returns,

153 were completely usable, 62 were partially usable, and
26 were nonusable.

Therefore, a total of 215 returns (61.4

percent of the sample) were either completely usable or
partially usable for the purposes of the study.
Since 38.6 percent of the members Of the sample had
failed to respond adequately, it was decided to determine
whether the respondents and the nonrespondents differed
significantly.

Eighteen nonrespondents were selected ran

domly and contacted by telephone.

Each of the randomly

selected nonrespondents was asked to respond to five items
on the questionnaire.

The responses of the eighteen

respondents were then compared with the responses to the
same items on the completed questionnaires of the 215
respondents.

The means were compared by the use of a t-test

with the results showh.in Table 6.

It can be concluded,

therefore, that the nonrespondents did not differ signif
icantly from the respondents at the .10 level of signific-
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TABLE 5
CODING OF DEPARTMENTAL
AFFILIATION DATA
Code

Classification

1

Natural Sciences (Biology, ChemiBtry, Physics,
Astronomy, Marine Science, and Mathematics)

2

Social Sciences (Anthropology, Sociology,
Psychology, and Political Science)

3

Humanities & Arts (English, History, Arts,
Philosophy, and Languages)

4

Business

5

Education

6

Engineering (Architecture)

7

Health Sciences (Medicine, Dentistry, Nursing, and
Dental Assisting)

8

Law

9

Technology and Vocational

47

TABLE 6
t-TESTS BETWEEN RESPONDENTS
AND NONRESPONDENTS
Item Number
and Statement

Not Significant*

-0,2048

Not Significant*

Determination of member
ship in institution-wide
committees*

0,6463

Not Significant*

Please indicate your
attitude toward collective
bargaining for faculty
members in institutions
of higher education in
Virginia?

1.5465

Not Significant*

0,6300

Not Significant*

9 , Selection of faculty
within your department

22,

Conclusion

0,1778

1, Promotions of faculty

21,

t-ratio

23, What is your academic
rank?
*.10 level of significance

4*8
ance.
Statistical Analysis
The statistical analysis of questionnaire responses
was aided by the use of several commercially prepared
computer programs.

The Galfo Statistical Package,

the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, and
Manova— A Multiple Analysis of Variance Program were uti
lized for the various statistical tests.

First, the shared

authority score will be considered followed by an investi
gation of the relationships between the shared authority
scores and collective bargaining scores.

Lastly, the

collective bargaining scores will be analyzed.
Existence of Shared Authority
Overall Shared Authority
The first hypothesis tested was*

Faculty members

of public institutions of higher education in Virginia
do perceive that the concept of shared authority is
practiced at their respective institutions.

If faculty

perceived that shared authority as defined for this study
was practiced at their institutions, an overall score of 63
would have been accumulated from the first 21 questions.
The mean shared authority score for 153 respondents was
52.0986.

This sample mean was compared to the hypothesized

shared authority mean of 63. A test for significant differ
ence between a sample mean and population mean resulted in a
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t-ratio of -II.7909, This indicated a significant difference
between the faculty response and the hypothesized shared
authority mean.

Faculty response was then tested against

an hypothesized mean for administrative primacy.

The mean

response of 52.0986 was significantly above the hypothesized
administrative primacy mean of 42.

Therefore, decision

making in institutions of higher education was perceived as
lying somewhere between administrative primacy and shared
authority.
Components of the Shared Authority Score
Further information was obtained by considering the
components that contributed to the overall shared authority
scores.

The total shared authority score was divided into

four scores.
ing*

One score was derived for each of the follow

decisions pertaining to faculty affairs, decisions

pertaining to appointments, decisions pertaining to academic
programs, and decisions pertaining to planning and govern
ance.

Since some of the partially completed questionnaires

were utilized in analyzing some of the sections, there were
differing numbers of responses for each category.
Decisions pertaining to faculty affairs were rated well
below shared authority by faculty members.

A true shared

authority score for this section was 15. The mean response
of faculty was 12.6578.

When the test for significant

difference was performed, a t-ratio of *^14.2403 was computed.
Faculty perceived decisions pertaining to faculty were made
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under conditions somewhere between administrative primacy
and shared authority.
In decisions pertaining to appointments of faculty and
administrators, faculty felt true shared authority was not
exercised.

Their mean response was 8.5792.

The possible

range of responses could have been from a low of 4 to a high
of 20.

True shared authority was 12.

A t-test between the

hypothesized score of 12 and a mean response of 8.5792
resulted in a t-ratio of -16.9092.

This was significant at

the .05 level of significance for a two-tailed test.

There

fore, faculty response fell below shared authority but above
administrative primacy.
Faculty and administration were perceived as sharing
authority in decisions pertaining to academic programs.
The responses could have ranged from 6 to 30,
authority score was 18.
18.2196.

A true shared

The mean response of faculty was

The t-test between the hypothesized mean of 18 and

the mean faculty response of 18.2196 resulted in a t-ratio
of .7110.

This was not significant at the .05 level of

significance.

In the area of academic programs, faculty

believed that they shared authority with administrators.
Decisions pertaining to planning and governance were
not perceived by faculty as being shared.
section could have ranged from 6 to 30.
authority score was 18.

Responses for the
A true shared

The mean response was 12.8393 which

when compared with the hypothesized mean of 18 resulted in
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a t-ratio of -21.0257.

This t-ratio was significant at the

.05 level of significance.

Again* faculty felt that admin

istrators made most of the decisions in this area.
In summary, faculty members did not perceive that the
concept of shared authority was practiced at their respec
tive institutions.

The only component of the total shared

authority score in which faculty perceived they shared
authority was in areas of academic programs.

This, of

course, has been the traditional area of faculty responsi
bility.

All other responses fell somewhere between admin

istrative primacy and shared authority.

A summary of the

t-test data on the existence of shared authority is
presented in Table 7.
Shared Authority and Institutional Type
A second hypothesis tested wasi

There are significant

differences in the faculty perceptions of how shared
authority is exercised at the two-year colleges, the
senior colleges not granting doctorate degrees, and the
universities granting the doctorate degrees.
Shared authority scores were analyzed by a one-way
analysis of variance to determine if there were any differ
ences in faculty perceptions based on institutional type.
The mean response for faculty members from universities
was 5^.0.

This was about half way between administrative

primacy which would have been a score of 4-2 and shared
authority with a score of 63.

Senior colleges not granting
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TABLE 7
EXISTENCE OF SHARED AUTHORITY

Item

Mean
Response

Number
t-ratio
Responses

Au|

^

Decisions Pertaining
to I
Faculty Affairs
Appointments
Academic Programs
Planning arid
Governance

12.66
8.58
18.22

186
189

15
12
18

12,84

196

Overall Shared
Authority Score

52.10

153

202

-

14.24
16.91
.71

18

-

21.03

63

-

11.79

-
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doctorate degrees were rated at 52,7 by their faculty.

In

two-year colleges the concept of shared authority was
perceived as being practiced the least.
for two-year faculty was ^6.5.

The mean response

Two-year colleges could have

been easily classified as exhibiting administrative primacy.
The F-ratio of 5,209 (d.f,=2,14-7) was significant at the
.05 level of significance.

Therefore, there was a signifi

cant difference in the perception of faculty members of
various types of institutions as to the degree of decision
making authority shared with them.
Shared Authority Based on Age and Size
Overall Shared Score
The third hypothesis tested wasi

There are sig

nificant differences between the perceived practice of
shared authority in institutions based on their age and
size.
The relationship of institutional age and institutional
size to the shared authority score was analyzed by analysis
of variance utilizing the Manova statistical package.

Anal

ysis of variance was performed on the total shared authority
score and each of its components.

The institution's age had

the largest relationship to the faculty member's percep
tion of shared authority at his institution.

The F-ratio

of 4.4-39 (d.f .=2,14-0) for the variance among the various
institutional age groups was significant at the .05 level of
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significance.

Data indicated that administrations at the
i

older institutions were perceived as sharing authority more
than did the administrations at the younger institutions.
Faculty responses from institutions founded before 1900 had
a mean shared authority score of 54.2798* Faculty percep
tions of shared authority at colleges and universities
founded between 1900 and I960 were somewhat lower at 52.1541.
Responses from faculty of colleges founded since I960
averaged a mean score of 47.4059.

This latter group was

composed almoBt entirely of faculty from two-year community
colleges.
Institutional size had no significant relationship to
perceived practices of shared authority.

The F-ratio of

I.369 (d.f,“5»l40) was not significant at the .05 level of
significance.

There was, however, an interaction between

institutional age and institutional size.

The interaction

F-ratio of 3.295 (d.f.=5 ,140) was significant at the .05
level of significance.

The concept of shared authority was

perceived as being practiced more at older institutions in
the largest size category.

Shared authority was perceived

less in older institutions with smaller size classifications.
Faculty from younger and smaller institutions also perceived
that authority was shared more at their colleges.

This

analysis did not mean that these groups actually shared
authority by the definition used in this study.

Those

respondents from institutions founded before 1900 with 301
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to 400 faculty members indicated administrators and faculty
truly share authority at their institutions.

The only other

responses that approached shared authority were those from
institutions founded between 1900 and I960 with 101 to 200
faculty members.

The data for the analysis of variance of

the total shared authority scores based on age and size are
presented in Table 8.
Components of the Shared Authority Score
The analysis of each of the four components of the
shared authority score followed the same pattern as the to
tal score.

Institutional age had a significant relationship

to component shared authority scores, while size had no rela
tionship to the scores.

Usually there were significant in

teractions between institutional age and institutional size.
In the area of decisions pertaining to faculty affairs,
respondents* perceptions were significantly different based
on the institutional age groups.

In institutions founded

before 1900, faculty responses had a mean shared authority
score on decisions pertaining to faculty affairs of 12.81
while the mean score from institutions founded between 1900
and i960 was 11.3.

Faculty responses from the youngest

institutions had a mean score in this area of 10.2,

The

F-ratio of 6,538 (d.f.*=2,173) was significant at the .05
level of significance.

In decisions pertaining to faculty

affairs, administrations of older institutions shared more
authority than administrations of younger institutions.
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TABLE 8

MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS.
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BASED ON
INSTITUTIONAL AGE AND SIZE
Before
1900

Institutional
Size

Institutional Age
I960 to
1900 to
I960
Present

0

1
o

M
S
N

49.778
9.615
9

51 - 100

M
S
N

47.286
10.950
7

101 - 200

M
S
N

54.750
10.813
4

62.000
.000
1

201 - 300

M
S
N

50.458
6.672
12

53.136
13.456
22

301 - 400

M
S
N

67.857
10.961
7

55.500
3.536
2

Above 400

M
S
N

54.222
11.174
36

50.883
8.735
30

52.000
14.422
10
40.429
4.077
7

44.333
10.614
6

M = Meant S = Standard Deviation % N = Number of Respondents
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When the size of the institution was considered*
no significant difference was found among the faculty
responses in the six size categories.
was 2.018 (d.f.si5,173).

The computed F-ratio

There were no significant inter

actions between the institutional age, the institutional
size and the shared authority score for decisions pertaining
to faculty affairs.

The F-ratio for the interaction was

2.053 (d.f.“5*173).

The data used in the analysis of

variance for decisions pertaining to faculty affairs is
presented in Table 9 ,
In decisions pertaining to appointments of faculty and
administrators, the perceptions of shared authority were
significantly different based on the age of the faculty
member's institution.

The mean shared authority score at

the oldest institutions was 9 *3 *

The highest shared author

ity score was 9 *^ from faculty of institutions founded
between 1900 and I960.

Again, the youngest institutions'

faculties scored lowest at 7.2.

The F-ratio of 5*027 (d.f.-

2,189) was significant at the .05 level of significance.
There were no significant differences among faculty percep
tions according to the various institutional sizes.

The

computed F-ratio of 2.038 (d.f.=5•189) among faculty groups
based on institutional size was not significant at the .05
level of significance.

Interactions between institutional

age and institutional size on shared authority in decisions
pertaining to appointments were significant.

The inter-
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TABLE 9

MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS FOR DECISIONS PERTAINING TO
FACULTY AFFAIRS BASED ON INSTITUTIONAL
AGE AND SIZE
Before
1900

Institutional
Size

Institutional Age
1900 to
i960 to
I960
Present

0-50

M
S
N

51 - 100

M
S
N

12.222
3.114
9

101 - 200

M
S
N

11.750
.957
4

9.500
3.536
2

201 - 300

M
S
N

12.000
2.198
13

11.731
3.539
26

301 - 400

M
S
N

15.889
2.977
9

12.000
.000
2

Above 400

M
S
N

12.608
3.470
51

11.088
2.006
34

9.727
2.901
11
12.300
3.368
10
8.889
2.315
9

9.833
2.483
6

M « Mean* S = Standard Deviation* N « Number of Respondents
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action F-ratio of 4,623 (d.f,*=5»189) was significant at the
.05 level of significance.

Administrations at older and

larger institutions were perceived as sharing of author
ity more than administrations of other institutions.

Also

in institutions founded between 1900 and I960 with a full
time faculty of 201 to 300, faculty perceived higher shar
ing of authority in decisions pertaining to appointments.
Data concerning shared authority scores in decisions per
taining to appointments based on institutional age and
institutional size is presented in Table 10.
The same pattern developed in the analysis of decisions
pertaining to academic programs.

Faculty from older insti

tutions perceived more sharing of authority than faculty
from younger institutions.

Faculty responses from institu

tions founded before 1900 had a mean shared authority score
in decisions pertaining to academic programs of 19*4.
Responses from institutions founded between 1900 and i960 had
a mean score of 18,41 and in younger institutions found
ed since i960, faculty had a mean score of 16.1.

The

F-ratio of 12.466 (d.f,«2,176) was significant at the .05
level of significance.

A note should be made that responses

from institutions founded before i960 averaged above the
hypothesized shared authority mean of 18.

Again, in

decisions pertaining to academic programs, there was no
significant difference in faculty perceptions among the
various institutional size groups.

The F-ratio of 2,226
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TABLE 10
MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS FOR DECISIONS PERTAINING TO
APPOINTMENTS BASED ON INSTITUTIONAL AGE AND SIZE
Before
1900

Institutional
Size

1900 to
I960

o

t
o

M
S
N

i960 to
Present
7.938
2.568
16

51 - 100

M
S
N

7.000
1.927
8

101 - 200

M
S
N

9.750
2.062
4

6.500
3.536
2

6.000
1.506
16

201 - 300

M
S
N

7.962
1.984
13

9.080
3.201
25

7.000
2.138
8

301 - 400

M
S
N

12.500
3.34-2
10

6.500
3.536
2

Above 400

M
S
N

9.392
2 .4-4-2
51

8.614
2.792
35

7.917
3.343
12

M » Meani S = Standard Deviation! N ss Number of Respondents
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(d.f.=5 *I76) was not significant at the .05 level of signi
ficance.

Interactions between institutional age and insti

tutional size were significant.

At institutions founded

before I960 with total full-time faculty between Ipl and 200
and institutions founded before i960 with total full-time
faculty between 301 and 400, faculty perceived the greatest
sharing of authority in decisions pertaining to academic
programs*

Faculty at institutions founded since I960 with

a total full-time faculty between 301 and 400 perceived
that shared authority was practiced least on their campuses.
Data from the responses for decisions pertaining to academic
programs are illustrated in Table 11.
Decisions pertaining to planning and governance were
not perceived significantly different by faculty when
institutional size or institutional age was taken into
consideration.

There were no significant differences in the

perceptions of faculty members as to the practice of shared
authority at their institution based on the institutional
age.

The F-ratio of 0.106 (d.f.=2,183) was not significant

at the .05 level of significance.

When institutional size

was considered, there were no significant differences among
the faculty perceptions of shared authority.

The computed

F-ratio of 0.785 (d.f. =5*183) was not significant at the
,05 level of significance.

No significant interactions

between institutional age and institutional size were'
apparent since the computed interaction F-ratio of 0,974
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TABLE 11
MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS FOR DECISIONS PERTAINING TO
ACADEMIC PROGRAMS BASED ON INSTITUTIONAL AGE AND SIZE
Before
1900

Institutional
Size

Institutional Age
1900 to
I960 to
I960
Present

©

i
o

M

17.3^
2.329
16

S
N
51 - 100

M

S
N
101 - 200

M

S
N
201 - 300

M

S
N
301 - 400

M

S
N'
Above 400

M

S
N

17.750
4.268
8

17.455
4.369
11

21.000
5.35^
4

26.000
.000
1

17.250
2.701
12

18.960
4,128
25

23.778
5.069
9

21.000
1.414
2

19.159
4.069
44

17.694
3.552
36

14.857
3.483
14

13.857
4.562
7

M « Meant S » Standard Deviation* N = Number of Respondents
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(d.f .=5*183')-was not significant at the .05 level of signif
icance.

Data for decisions pertaining to planning and

governance are presented in Table 12.
Institutional size had no significant relationship to
the total shared authority score or any of its four compo
nents.

Institutional age had a significant relationship to

the total shared authority score and three of its compo
nents.

Faculty perceptions were significant among insti

tutional age groups in decisions pertaining to faculty
affairs, decisions pertaining to appointments of faculty
and administrators, and decisions pertaining to academic
programs.

There were significant interactions between

institutional age and institutional size in the total shared
authority score, in decisions pertaining to appointments,
and in decisions pertaining to academic programs.

A

summary of the analysis of variance tests for shared author
ity scores based on institutional age and institutional
size is presented in Table 13.
Shared Authority Based on Academic
Rank and Departmental Affiliation
Another hypothesis tested concerned academic rank and
departmental affiliation.

The hypothesis wasi

There

is a significant relationship between the academic rank
and departmental affiliation of the faculty member and
his perception of the practice of shared authority.

TABLE 12

MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS FOR DECISIONS PERTAINING TO
PLANNING AND GOVERNANCE BASED ON INSTITUTIONAL
AGE AND SIZE
Before
1900

Institutional
Size
0-50

Institutional Age
1900 to
I960 to
I960
Present

M

12.125
3.138
16

S
N

51 - 100

M

S
N
M

13.750
3.888
12

11.813
3.722
8
12.250
**.031
4

15.000
.000
1

N

12.769
3.004
13

13.435
3.501
23

301 - 400

M
S
N

14.727
4.027
11

16.000
1.414
2

Above **00

M

12.729
3.874
48

12.500
3.193
34

101 - 200

S
N

201 - 300

M

S

S
N

12.412
2.063
17

12.429
3.259
7

M « Meant S « Standard Deviation! N = Number of Respondents
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TABLE 13

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TEST
OF SHARED AUTHORITY SCORES BASED ON
INSTITUTIONAL AGE AND INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
Degrees
of
Freedom

Mean
Squares

F-ratio

Overall Shared Authority
Score
Within Cells
♦Institutional Age
Institutional Size
♦Interaction

140
2
5
5

113.953
505.852
156.010
375.431

4.439
1.369
3.295

Decisions Pertaining to
Faculty
Within Cells
♦Institutional Age
Institutional Size
Interaction

173
2
5
5

8.842
57.809
17.842
18.149

6.538
2.018
2.053

Decisions Pertaining to
Appointments
Within Cells
♦Institutional Age
Institutional Size
♦Interaction

189
2
5
5

6.923
34.800
14.106
32.001

5.027
2.038
4.623

176
2
5
5

14.878
185.462
33.114
59.099

12.466
2.226
3.972

183
2
5
5

11.889
1.266
9.329
11.580

0.106
0.785
0.974

Item

Decisions Pertaining to
Academic Programs
Within Cells
♦Institutional Age
Institutional Size
♦Interaction
Decisions Pertaining to
Planning and Governance
Within Cells
Institutional Age
Institutional Size
Interaction

♦F-ratio is significant at the .05 level of significance.
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Overall Shared Authority Score
Prom the analysis of the responses, it seemed that
academic rank and departmental affiliation had little or no
relationship to faculty members' perceptions of the practice
of shared authority at their institutions.

This was evident

from the analysis of the total shared authority scores,
Faculty members from various academic ranks did not have
differing perceptions of shared authority.

The F-ratio of

1,618 (d.f.*3,124) was not significant at the .05 level of
significance.

Departmental affiliation of the faculty

member had no relationship to the total shared authority
score either.

Faculty members of various departmental groups

did not perceive any differences in shared authority.

The

F-ratio of 1.602 (d.f.-8,12^) was not significant at the .05
level of significance.

No interactions between academic

rank and departmental affiliation were evident.

The inter

action F-ratio of 0.788 (d.f.=8,12*0 was not significant at
the .05 level of significance.

Table 1^ shows the data from

the analysis of various matrix for shared authority scores
based on academic rank and departmental affiliation.
Components of the Shared Authority Score
Academic rank and departmental affiliation had a minor
effect on the scores of the components of shared authority.
Faculty in various academic ranks saw no differences in the
practice of shared authority at their institutions.

There

TABLE 14

MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BASED ON ACADEMIC RANK
! AND DEPARTMENT AFFILIATION
Departmental
Affiliation
Natural
Sciences
Social
Sciences
Humanities
& The Arts
Business

Professor
M

S
N
M

S
N
M

S
N
M

S
N
Education

M

S
N
Engineering

M

S
N
Health
Sciences
Law

Academic Rank
Associate Assistant Instructor
Professor Professor

53.429
10,876
7

63.333
8.216
9

56.250
10.610
12

**9.500
2.121
2

55.500
10.607
2

63.333
17.039
3

56.000
.000
1

53.857
14.971
7

48.150
12,832
10

49.077
12.945
13

46.429
7.323
7

53.000
.000
1

53-333
14.257
9

48.750
2.363
4

39.000
9.416
4

**6.400
11.007
10

51.000
7.500
9

59.400
10.991
5

54.500
.000
1

**7.500
10.578
6

56.250
5.058
4

52.333
13.322
6

49.000
.000
1

45.667
4,619
3

53.000
4.243
2

53.143
12.954
7

58.000
11.314
2

49.000
14.799
3

M

S
N
M

S
N
Technology & M
Vocational S
N

54.000
6.557
3

M = Mean* S == Standard Deviation* N = Number of Respondents
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were no significant differences between the perceived exist
ence of shared authority in decisions pertaining to faculty
affairs when academic rank was considered.

The F-ratio of

O.639 (d.f.“3*155) was not significant at the .05 level of
significance.

Departmental affiliation related to shared

authority scores in decisions pertaining to faculty affairs.
The F-ratio of 2.590 (d.f.=8,155) was significant at the
.05 level of significance.

Shared authority was per

ceived as being practiced most in departments of natural
sciences and social sciences.

Law faculty indicated the

highest sharing of authority.

Since there was only one

response from law faculty, this score must be looked upon
as being inconclusive.

Technical and vocational departments

were perceived by faculty as departments in which authority
was shared the least.

Interactions between academic rank

'and departmental affiliation in the area of decisions per
taining to faculty affairs were not significant.

The

F-ratio of O.749 (d.f,=19?155) was not significant at the
.05 level of significance.

These data are presented in

Table 15.
In decisions pertaining to appointments, academic rank
had a significant relationship to shared authority scores.
There were significant differences in the perceptions of
faculty members based on their academic rank as to sharing
authority in decisions pertaining to appointments of faculty
and administrators.

The F-ratio of 2.658 (d.f.=3,171) was
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TABLE 15

MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS FOR DECISIONS PERTAINING TO
FACULTY BASED ON ACADEMIC RANK AND
DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION
Departmental
Affiliation

Professor

Academic Rank
Associate Assistant Instructor
Professor Professor

Natural
Sciences

M
S
N

12.900
4.725
10

13.231
2.743
13

13.400
3.247
15

10.500
2.121
2

Social
Sciences

M
S
N

11.000
2.160
4

14.000
.000
2

14.000
2.646
3

14.000
.000
1

Humanities
& The Arts

M
S
N

12.875
3.720
8

10.769
3.059
13

11.125
2.849
16

11.125
3.137
8

Business

M
S
N

10.500
3.536
2

12.625
3.378
8

12.200
3.271
5

8.500
1.732
4

Education

M
S
N

10.917
2.644
12

10.800
2.201
10

12.400
3.362
5

10.000
.000
1

Engineering

M
S
N

10.857
2.268
7

13.500
1.732
4

11.000
2.646
7

Health
Sciences

M
S
N

14,000
.000
1

10.750
2.986
4

13.500
.707
2

Law

M
S
N

21.000
.000
1

Technology & M
Vocational S
N

10.500
1.915
4

10.857
3.671
7

10.750
5.560
4

10.333
^.933
3

M = Mean* S « Standard Deviation! N « Number of Respondents
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significant at the .05 level of significance.

Responses of

professors, associate professors, and assistant professors
tended to cluster around 8.8 and 8.7.

The responses of

instructors were significantly less at 7.8.

There were also

significant differences among departments as to the
perceived degree of shared authority in decisions pertain
ing to appointments.

The F-ratio of 1.996 (d.f.=8,171) was

significant at the .05 level of significance.

Natural

science faculty responses averaged 9.^* while engineering
faculty averaged 9 .3 . These were the highest scores.
Business faculty stated that they shared authority less.
Their mean response was 7 * 5 *

No significant interactions

between academic rank and departmental affiliation were
detected in the area of decisions pertaining to appoint
ments.

The interaction F-ratio of 0,761 (d.f,:=19»171) was

not significant at the .05 level of significance.

Data on

decisions pertaining to appointments are presented in
Table 16.
Shared authority scores for decisions pertaining to
academic programs were not related to the academic rank
of the faculty member or his departmental affiliation.
There was no significant difference in faculty perceptions
concerning the sharing of authority in decisions on
academic programs based on faculty members' ranks.

The

F-ratio of O .962 (d.f.*3,159) was not significant at the
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TABLE 16

1

MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS FOR DECISIONS PERTAINING TO
APPOINTMENTS OF FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATORS BASED
ON ACADEMIC RANK AND DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION
Departmental
Affiliation

Professor

Academic Rank
Associate Assistant Instructor
Professor Professor

Natural
Sciences

M
S
N

9.889
3.060
9

10.231
2.619
13

: 9.353
2.370
17

6.000
.816
4

Social
Sciences

M
S
N

8.333
3. 204
6

7.250
.957
4

10.750
5.252
4

6.500
2.121
2

Humanities
& The Arts

M
S
N

9.625
3.462
8

8.107
2.843
14

7.882
2.713
17

7.714
2.928
7

Business

M
S
N

7.500
.707
2

8.556
3.844
9

7.500
2.345
6

5.833
1.329
6

Education

M
S
N

7.667
2.640
12

8.800
2.044
10

9.800
3.834
5

7.250
3.182
2

Engineering

M
S
N

8.429
2.070
7

10.000
2.944
4

9.833
3.601
6

Health
Sciences

M
S
N

7.000
.000
1

8.667
1.155
3

7.667
3.512
3

Law

M
S
N

17.000
.000
1

Technology & M
Vocational S
N

8.200
.837
5

9.000
3.000
7

7.600
2.881
5

7.667
4.041
3

M « Mean i S * Standard Deviation i N = Number of Respondents

72

,05 level of significance.

The same was true when the data

were analyzed by departmental affiliation.

There was no

significant difference at the .05 level of significance in
faculty perceptions concerning the sharing of authority in
decisions involving academic programs.

The F-ratio was

1.780 (d.f,®8,159)• No significant interactions between
academic rank and departmental affiliation were discovered.
The interaction F-ratio of 0.842 (d.f.-8,159) was not
significant at the ,05 level of significance.

The data for

the analysis of variance for decisions pertaining to academ
ic programs based on academic rank and departmental affili
ation are presented in Table 17.
Decisions pertaining to planning and governance when
analyzed by academic rank and departmental affiliation fell
into the same model.

There was no significant difference

among the various academic ranks as to the perception of
shared authority in planning and governance.

The F-ratio

for the variance among academic ranks was 1.374 (d.f. =3»166)
which was not significant at the .05 level of significance.
Departmental affiliation was not related to faculty percep
tion of shared authority.

The F-ratio for the variance among

departmental classifications was 0.833 (d.f.=8,166).

This

was not significant at the .05 level of significance.

The

interaction F-ratio between departmental affiliation and
academic rank was 1.399 (d.f.=8,166) which was not signifi
cant at the .05 level of significance.

Table 18 presents
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TABLE 17

MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS FOR DECISIONS PERTAINING TO
ACADEMIC PROGRAMS BASED ON ACADEMIC RANK
AND DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION
Departmental
Affiliation

Professor

Academic Rank
& £ * £

Instructor

Natural
Sciences

M
S
N

20.778
3.898
9

21.000
5.045
12

18.278
3.444
18

15*500
3.536
2

Social
Sciences

M
S
N

18.600
4.037
5

16.333
8.083
3

21.667
7.371
3

15.500

Humanities
& The Arts

M
S
N

18.143
5.210
7

16.500
3.802
12

16.781
4.644
16

17.500
3.817

Business

M
S
N

16.000
5.657
2

18.500
4.905
10

20.000
2.121
5

16.000
5.715

M
S
N

16.818
4.045
11

18.200
3.765
10

21.400
1.949
5

16.500

Engineering

M
S
N

17.000
3.098
6

17.500
2.380
4

18.857
5.014
7

Health
Sciences

M
S
N

14.000
.000
1

15.750
4.573
4

14.667
3.215
3

Law

M
S
N
20.857
3.761
7

20.500
1.291
4

17.667
3.055
3

Education

Technology & M
Vocational S
N

19.750
2.217
4

M;*= Meant S «~ Standard Deviation1 N = Number 1

4.950

2

8

*

2.121
2
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TABLE 18

MEAN SHARED AUTHORITY RESPONSES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS,
AND NUMBER OP RESPONDENTS FOR DECISIONS PERTAINING
TO PLANNING AND GOVERNANCE BASED ON ACADEMIC
RANK AND DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION
Departmental
Affiliation

Professor

Academic Rank
Associate Assistant Instruct'
Professor Professor

Natural
Sciences

M
S
N

12.688
3.127
8

15.364
3.880
11

13.353
3.445
17

12.250
2.754
4

Social
Sciences

M
S
N

14.500
2.646
4

13.000
3.162
4

13.200
3.347
5

13.500
2.121
2

Humanities
& The Arts

M
S
N

15.000
3*665
8

11.846
4.038
13

12.400
3.621
15

11.750
2.375
8

Business

M
S
N

10.500
2.121
2

14.200
3.490
10

11.375
2.774
8

8.400
2.881
5

Education

M
S
N

11.636
2.908
11

12.300
2.406
10

15.800
3.564
5

14.000
4.243
2

Engineering

M
S
N

11.857
3.891
7

15.250
.500
4

11.286
4.071
7

Health
Sciences

M
S
N

14.000
.000
1

13.250
3.594
4

Law

M
S
N

12.000
.000
1

Technology & M
Vocational S
N

13.200
3.962
5

12.429
4.036
7

12.333
2.082
3

13.667
1.528
3

13.333
3.215
3

M = Meant S = Standard Deviationt N = Number of Respondents
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the data on decisions pertaining to planning and governance.
Academic rank and departmental affiliation had little
relationship to shared authority scores.

Departmental

affiliation was significant in decisions pertaining to facul
ty affairs and in decisions pertaining to appointments.
Academic rank was significant only in decisions pertaining
tc appointments.

A summary of the analysis of variance

tests is presented in Table 19.
Relationships Between Collective Bargaining
and Shared Authority
Another hypothesis tested was:

Those faculty who

perceive that authority is shared at their respective
institutions will be negatively inclined toward collective
bargaining.
To determine if a relationship existed between shared
authority and collective bargaining, multiple regression
analysis was used.

The shared authority score was an

independent variable, while the collective bargaining score
became the dependent variable.

If one perceived that the

concept of shared authority was practiced at his institution,
that person was more likely to be opposed to collective
bargaining.

Someone strongly opposed to collective

bargaining would score 5 and someone highly favorable toward
collective bargaining would score 1.

Therefore, a high

shared authority score would tend to produce a high
collective bargaining score.
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TABLE 19

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TESTS
OF SHARED AUTHORITY SCORES BASED ON
ACADEMIC RANK AND DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION
Item

Degrees
Freedom

oMean__
Squares

F-ratio

Overall Shared Authority
Score
Within Cells
Academic Rank
Departmental Affiliation
Interaction

124
3
8
17

125.166
202*570
200*549
98.666

1.618
1.602
O.788

Decisions Pertaining to
Faculty Affairs
Within Cells
Academic Rank
♦Departmental Affiliation
Interaction

155
3
8
19

9.828
6.282
25.451
7.366

O.639
2.590
0.749

Decisions Pertaining to
Appointments
Within Cells
♦Academic Rank
♦Departmental Affiliation
Interaction

171
3
8
19

7.914
21.034
15.798
6.026

2.658
1.996
O.70I

Decisions Pertaining to
Academic Programs
Within Cells
Academic Rank
Departmental Affiliation
Interaction

159
3
8
18

17.54?
16.8?4
31.231
14.774

0.962
I.78O
0.842

Decisions Pertaining to
Planning and Governance
Within Cells
Academic Rank
Departmental Affiliation
Interaction

166
3
8
19

11.299
15*525
9.408
15.805

1.374
0.833
1.399

♦F-ratio was significant at the .05 level of significance.
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A regression analysis was performed while controlling
for no other variables,

A correlation between the shared

authority score and the collective bargaining score was
computed to be .18362, This was significant at the ,05
level of significance with a t-value of 2.29536.
The researcher then attempted to determine if any other
factors collected in the survey affected this relationship.
Size of the institution* age of the institution, and
academic rank were all correlated with collective bargaining
and shared authority.

Size of the institution was determined

by the total number of full-time faculty.

The age of the

institution was computed by subtracting the founding date
from the year 1975.

Partial correlations were computed so

that institutional size, institutional age, and faculty
member's academic rank could be controlled.
In Table 20 simple correlations between the five
variables are presented.

Shared authority and institutional

age produced the highest correlation between any two
variables.

This indicated that as institutions grow older,

administrations were perceived by their faculty as sharing
more decision-making authority.

Neither size nor rank

produced significant correlations with shared authority.
Academic rank showed a negative correlation because of the
coding system used— which gave a full professor the value of
1 and an instructor the value of 4.

Collective bargaining

had a significant correlation with institutional size. As
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TABLE 20
SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
SHARED AUTHORITY, COLLECTIVE BARGAINING,
INSTITUTIONAL SIZE, INSTITUTIONAL AGE,
AND ACADEMIC RANK

Shared
Authority

Shared
Authority

Collective
Bargaining

1.0000

0.1836

(

( 151)
S“0.012

0.0570 0.3236 -O.037?
( 151) ( 151) ( 151)
S«0.2^2 S=0.001 s*=o. 322

1.0000
( 0)
S«0.001

0 .09^4- -0 .079^
( 151) ( 151) ( 151)
S=0.011 S=0.123 S=0.165

0)

S«0.001
Collective
Bargaining
Size

Age

Size

Age

Rank

0.18$6

1.0000 0.2899 -0.1170
(
0 ) ( 151) ( 151)
S=0.001 S=0.001 s=0.075

1.0000 -0.1556
( 0 ) ( 151)
S=0.001 S«0.027

Rank

1.0000
( 0)
S=0f001
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institutions increase in the number of full-time faculty*
the attitude toward collective bargaining becomes less
favorable.

Institutional age and academic rank did not

significantly correlate with collective bargaining at the
.05 level of significance.

It did seem that the older

institutions were the larger institutions.

A positive

correlation between institutional age and institutional
size of .2899 was significant at the .05 level of signifi
cance.

The older institutions also tended to have faculty

of higher academic rank according to the survey results,

A

correlation between instituional age and academic rank was
-0.1556.

The negative correlation resulted from the coding

procedure.
First-order partial correlations were computed con
trolling for institutional size* institutional age, and
academic rank one at a time.

Each of the three variables

controlled had an effect on the relationship between shared
authority and collective bargaining.
mal, however.

The effects were mini

Institutional age caused the largest effect.

The correlation coefficient for the relationship between
shared authority and collective bargaining dropped from
O.I836 to O.I625 when institutional age was controlled, but
the relationship was still significant.

Academic rank had

the least effect on the relationship dropping the correla
tion coefficient only from O.I836 to 0.1813.

This indicated

that the relationship between collective bargaining and
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shared authority was fairly independent of these three
variables*

institutional size, institutional age, and

academic rank.
Second-order partial correlations were computed to
determine if the variables combined in any way to affect the
relationship between collective bargaining and shared
authority.

The correlation between shared authority and

collective bargaining was affected most when the combined
effects of institutional age and academic rank were con
trolled.

The correlation coefficient dropped from O.I836

to 0.1638.. This decrease was not as great as that caused
when institutional age alone was controlled.

The combina

tion of institutional size and academic rank seemed to have
the least effect.

When institutional age and institutional

size were controlled the correlation coefficient dropped
about .01 to 0.1718.

Even when all three variables were

controlled, the correlation coefficient dropped to only
0.1726.

Therefore, it must be concluded that there was a

relationship between shared authority and collective bar
gaining.

Those faculty who believed they shared authority

with administrators were less likely to be favorable toward
collective bargaining.

Of the three factors controlled,

institutional age had the largest effect.

Still the rela

tionship between shared authority and collective bargaining
was fairly independent of institutional age, institutional
size, and academic rank.

The partial correlations are
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presented in Table 21.

Collective Bargaining and Institutional Type
If a faculty member was highly favorable toward collec
tive bargaining, the response was coded with a 1.
unfavorable response received a code of 5*

A strongly

If a faculty

member was neutral to the question of collective bargaining,
a code of 3 was indicated.

The mean response for all faculty

responding to the questionnaire was 2,58*

This indicated

that faculty attitudes were somewhat favorable toward
collective bargaining.

A one-way analysis of variance was

used to see if there were any differences among the insti
tutional types.on the question of collective bargaining.
The mean response from faculty of universities was 2.83indicating that university faculty were almost neutral.
Faculty from two-year colleges which have been organized
for collective bargaining in other states scored 2.66.
However, the faculty of senior colleges not granting the doc
torate degree were the most favorable of collective bar
gaining with a score of 2.11.

There was a significant

difference among the different institutional types at the
.05 level.

Therefore, if faculty in the State of Virginia

were allowed to bargain collectively, those in senior
colleges not granting the doctorate would probably be the
first to organize, followed by faculty in the two-year
colleges, and finally the university faculties.
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TABLE 21
PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
SHARED AUTHORITY SCORES AND COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING SCORES*
Item

Correlation
Coefficient

Degrees
of
Freedom

Controlling fori
Institutional Size
Institutional Age
Academic Rank

0.1764
0.1625
0.1813

150
150
150

Institutional Size and
Institutional Age

0*1718

149

Institutional Size and
Academic Rank

0.1749

149

Institutional Age and
Academic Rank

0.1638

149

Institutional Size,
Institutional Age( and
Academic Rank

0.1726

148

♦All correlations were significant at the .05 level of
significance. None were significant at the .01 level
of significance.
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Collective Bargaining Based on Age and Size
Collective bargaining scores were investigated to
determine the relationship of institutional age and institu
tional size to the score.

Also the researcher wanted to

determine if there were any interactions between institution
al age and institutional size.

A significant difference was

discovered among the faculty of the differing institutional
age groups as to their attitude toward collective bargain
ing.

The faculty of the older institutions were neutral to

collective bargaining with a score of 3.03, Faculty from
institutions founded since I960 scored 2.^6 , while faculty
from colleges and universities founded between 1900 and I960
had a mean response of 2.28.

The F-ratio of 3.2 (d.f.=2,200)

was significant at the .05 level of significance.

Faculty

from large institutions were neutral to collective bargain
ing.

The responses of faculty from smaller institutions

were more favorable to collective bargaining except for
those from institutions with 51 to 100 faculty members.

The

faculty in institutions of 51 to 100 faculty were neutral
to collective bargaining.

The F-ratio of 2.801 (d.f.=5,200)

among faculty groups based on institutional size was signif
icant at the .05 level of significance.

There were no

significant interactions between institutional age and
institutional size.

The F-ratio of 0.730 (d.f.=5,200) was

not significant at the .05 level of significance.

The data

for collective bargaining based on institutional age and
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institutional size are presented in Table 22,

Collective Bargaining Based on Academic
Rank and Departmental Affiliation
The last hypothesis tested was*

There is a sig

nificant relationship between the academic rank and
departmental affiliation of the faculty member and his
attitude toward collective bargaining,
Both academic rank and departmental affiliation had a
relationship to the collective bargaining score.
3 was neutral on collective bargaining.

The mean response

of professors was 2.7 in a range from 1 to 5.
professors had a mean response of 2.56.
had a mean score of 2,49.

A score of

Assistant

Associate professors

Instructors were the most favor

able toward collective bargaining with a score of 2.4?.
There was a significant difference among the various
academic ranks.

The F-ratio of 4.520 (d.f.=3»184) was

significant at the .05 level of significance.

Therefore, it

was concluded that professors were the least inclined to
bargain collectively, while instructors were the most likely
to bargain collectively.

Associate professors and assist

ant professors fell somewhere in the middle.

Faculty

members in departments of business, technology, and engi
neering were fairly neutral on the question of collective
bargaining.

Social science, humanities and arts, and

education faculties were favorable of collective bargaining.
The difference among various departmental categories was
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TABLE 22
MEAN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING RESPONSES, STANDARD
DEVIATIONS, AND NUMBER OF RESPONSES BASED
ON INSTITUTIONAL AGE AND SIZE
Before
1900

Institutional
Size

Institutional Age
1900 to
I960 to
I960
Present

0-50

M
S
N

2,158
.958
19

51 - 100

M
S
N

3.222
1.563
9

101 - 200

M
S
N

2.000
1.414
4

3.500
2.121
2

201 - 300

M
S
N

2,462
1.330
13

1.769
.908
26

301 - 400

M
S
N

2.909
1.375
11

2.000
1.414
2

Above 400

M
S
N

3.236
1.401
55

2.618
1.415
34

2.917
1.621
12
2.361
1.082
18

2.750
1.282
8

M *= Meani S « Standard Deviation! N ® Number of Respondents
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significant.

The F-ratio of 6.459 (d.f.=8,184) was signif

icant at the .05 level of significance.

There were no

significant interactions between academic rank and depart
mental affiliation as they concerned collective bargaining.
The F-ratio of 1.122 (d.f.=19,184) was not significant at
the .05 level of significance.

The data on collective

bargaining based on academic rank and departmental affil
iation are presented in Table 23*
Summary of Tests of Hypotheses
The six hypotheses to be tested were established at the
beginning of this research.

A summary of the results of

these tests follows.
1.

Faculty members of public institutions of higher

education in Virginia do perceive that the concept of shared
authority is practiced at their respective institutions.
Data collected indicated that decision making at
institutions of higher education in Virginia was perceived
as being somewhere between administrative primacy and
shared authority.

When the mean faculty response of 52.1

was tested against an hypothesized shared authority mean of
63, a t-ratio of -11,790? resulted.

Therefore, it was

concluded that faculty members of public institutions of
higher education in Virginia did not perceive that the
concept of shared authority was practiced at their
respective institutions.
rejected.

The hypothesis as stated must be
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TABLE 23
MEAN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING RESPONSES, STANDARD
DEVIATIONS AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BASED ON
ACADEMIC RANK AND DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION
Departmental
Affiliation

Professor

Academic Rank
Associate Assistant Instructor
Professor Professor

Natural
Sciences

M
S
N

3.400
1.265
10

3.067
1.438
15

2.763
1.273
19

2.333
1.211
6

Social
Sciences

M
S
N

3.167
.753
6

1.250
.500
4

2.500
.577
4

1.500
.707
2

Humanities
& The Arts

M
S
N

2.875
1.885
8

1.643
.929
14

1.647
.702
17

2.500
1.195
8

Business

M
S
N

5.000
.000
1

2.800
1.549
10

3.250
1.753
8

3.167
.983
6

Education

M
S
N

2.083
.996
12

1.900
1.197
10

I.667
1.033
6

2.000
1.414
2

Engineering

M
S
N

3.286
1.380
7

3.750
.500
4

3.429
1.272
7

Health
Sciences

M
S
N

4.000
.000
1

3.000
.816
4

2.333
1.528
3

Law

M
S
N

3.000
.000
1

Technology & M
Vocational S
N

4.800
.447
5

3.143
1.345
7

3.400
1.517
5

2.000
1.732
3

M = Meani S =* Standard Deviation) N « Number of Respondents
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2.

There are significant differences in the faculty

perceptions of how shared authority is exercised at the
two-year colleges, the senior colleges not granting doctorate
degrees, and the universities granting the doctorate
degrees.
There were significant differences among the perceptions
of faculty members from the various institutional types.
The mean responses by faculty were*

,54 for university

faculty, 52.7 for senior college faculty, and 46.5 for twoyear college faculty.

A one-way analysis of variance was

significant at the .05 level of significance.
5.209 (d.f.=2,147) was computed.

An F-ratio of

Therefore, the hypothesis

must be accepted at the .05 level of significance.
3.

There are significant differences between the

perceived practice of shared authority in institutions
based on their age and size.
The relationship of age to faculty perceptions of
shared authority was significant.

The faculty response from

older institutions had a mean score of 54.3* while the mean
response from faculty of institutions founded between 1900
and i960 was 52.2.

Faculty response from colleges and

universities founded since i960 had a mean score of 47.4.
There was a significant difference in the perceptions of
shared authority based on the age of the institution.

The

F-ratio of 4,439 (d.f.=2,l40) was significant at the .05
level of significance.

There was no significant relation
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ship between institutional size and faculty perceptions of
shared authority,

The F-ratio of 1,369 (d.f.=5*1^0) for the

variance among faculty groups based on institutional size
was not significant at the ,05 level of significance.

There

were significant interactions between institutional age and
institutional size.

The interaction F-ratio of 3*295

(d.f,“5»1^0) was significant at the .05 level of signifi
cance.

Therefore, the hypothesis had three parts* relation

ship of age, relationship of size, and interaction relation
ships.

The hypothesis must be accepted that there were

significant differences among faculty perceptions based on
institutional age at the .05 level of significance.

The

hypothesis that there were significant differences among
faculty perceptions of shared authority based on institution
al size must be rejected at the .05 level of significance.
The hypothesis that there was an interaction between institu
tional age and institutional size must be accepted at the
.05 level of significance.
Those faculty who perceive that authority is
shared at their respective institutions will be negatively
inclined toward collective bargaining.
Multiple regression analysis was utilized to determine
the relationship between collective bargaining and shared
authority.

A correlation coefficient of .18362 was com

puted which was significant at the .05 level of significance.
This relationship seemed to be fairly independent of insti
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tutional size, academic rank, and institutional age.

The

coefficient was positive "because of the coding technique
used.

Faculty members who perceived that shared authority

was practiced at their respective institutions were the
least inclined toward collective bargaining.

Therefore, the

hypothesis that faculty who perceived authority was shared
at their respective institutions were negatively inclined
toward collective bargaining must be accepted.
5.

There is a significant relationship between

academic rank and departmental affiliation of the faculty
member and his perception of the practice of shared author
ity.

The F-ratio for the among group variances based on

academic rank was 1,618 (d.f.=3»124) which was not signifi
cant at the .05 level of significance.

An F-ratio for the

variance in faculty perceptions based on departmental
affiliation was 1.602 (d.f.*=8,124).

Again, this was not

significant at the .05 level of significance.

No inter

actions between faculty member’s academic rank and his
departmental affiliation existed either.

The F-ratio of

0.788 (d.f.=8,12*0 was not significant at the .05 level of
significance.

The hypothesis that there was a significant

relationship between the academic rank and departmental
affiliation of a faculty member and his perception of the
practice of shared authority at his institution must be
rejected at the .05 level of significance.
6,

There is a significant relationship between the
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academic rank and departmental affiliation of the faculty
member and his attitude toward collective bargaining.
There was a significant difference among groups of
professors based on their academic rank as to their attitudes
toward collective bargaining.

Professors were almost neutral

on the question of collective bargaining with a mean response
of 2.7* while instructors had a mean response of 2.47.

An

F-ratio of if.520 (d.f .=3»18*0 was significant at the .05 '
level of significance.

The differences among faculty in

different departmental groups were also significant.

An

F-ratio for the among group variance was 6.^59 (d.f.=8,18*f)
which was significant at the .05 level of significance.
Interactions between academic rank and departmental affilia
tion were not significant.

The interaction F-ratio of

1.122 (d.f.=19*184) was not significant at the .05 level
of significance.

This hypothesis must be divided into three

parts* the relationship of academic rank* the relationship
of departmental affiliation, and the interaction relation
ships between academic rank and departmental affiliation.
An hypothesis that there were significant differences among
faculty members' attitudes toward collective bargaining based
on their academic rank must be accepted at the .05 level of
significance.

An hypothesis that there were significant

differences among faculty menjbers' attitudes toward collec
tive bargaining based on their departmental affiliation must
be accepted at the .05 level of significance.

The hypothesis

that there were significant interactions between faculty
members' academic ranks and their departmental affiliations
as they affected their attitudes toward collective bargain
ing must be rejected at the .05 level of significance.

CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS
This study had as its major purposes the determination
of faculty perceptions of the degree to which the concept of
shared authority was practiced at the public institutions
of higher education in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

Also,

the researcher was interested in the attitudes of faculty
members toward collective bargaining.

The model developed

by the American Association of University Professors, the
American Council on Education, and the Association of
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges served as the
foundation upon which the investigation was based.
of 350 faculty members waB selected.

A sample

Each member included

in the sample was sent a questionnaire designed to
determine faculty perceptions of the practice of the con
cept of shared authority and to determine faculty attitudes
toward collective bargaining.

Findings.

.

The findings of the research resulted from the statis
tical analyses presented in the previous chapter.

The

findings were as follows*
1.

The mean shared authority score for the response

of faculty members was 52.0986.
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The hypothesized shared
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authority score was 63.

Shared authority scores could have

ranged from 21 to 105.
2.

There was a significant difference between the mean

faculty response of 52.0986 and the hypothesized shared
authority score of 63 at the .05 level of significance.
3 . There were significant differences at the .05 level
of significance for all components of the shared authority
score except decisions pertaining to academic programs.
4.

A one-way analysis of variance showed a significant

difference in the perceptions of faculty members from twoyear colleges, senior colleges not granting doctorate
degrees, and universities as to the sharing of authority.
5.

The relationship of institutional age to faculty

perceptions of authority sharing was significant at the .05
level of significance.

Institutional age had a significant

effect in all decision areas except for decisions pertaining
to planning and governance.
6.

Institutional size had no significant relationship

(.05 level of significance) to the perceptions of faculty
members as to the practice of shared authority in Virginia
public colleges and universities.

The same was true of

the four components that composed the shared authority
score.
7.

There was significant interaction between insti

tutional size and institutional age as it pertained to
faculty perceptions of shared authority at the .05 level
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of significance.
decision areasi

This interaction was also apparent in two
decisions pertaining to appointments and

decisions pertaining to academic programs.
8.

Academic rank had no relationship to the percep

tions of faculty members as to the practice of shared author
ity at their institutions using the .05 significance level.
In only one component of the shared authority score did
academic rank have a significant relationship at the .05
level.

This was in decisions pertaining to appointments.
9.

Departmental affiliation had no significant rela

tionship (.05 level) to faculty members * perceptions of the
practice of shared authority at their institutions.

Only in

decisions pertaining to appointments did departmental
affiliation have a significant relationship.

No other

components of the shared authority score were related to
departmental affiliation.
10.

There were no significant interactions between

academic rank and departmental affiliation as they related
to faculty members* perceptions of authority shared at
their institutions.
11.

A correlation between faculty perceptions that

they shared authority and unfavorable attitudes toward collec
tive bargaining was .18362 which was significant at the .05
level of significance.
12.

The relationship between shared authority scores

and collective bargaining was fairly independent of institu-
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tional age, institutional size, and academic rank.
13.

There were significant differences in the percep

tions of faculty from two-year colleges, senior colleges not
granting the doctorate degree, and universities as to the
practice of shared authority,
1

1^.

Institutional age had a significant relationship

to faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining at the
,05 level of significance,
15*

Institutional size had a significant relationship

(.05 level) to the faculty attitudes toward collective
bargaining,
16.

There were no significant interactions between

institutional size and institutional age as they related
to faculty members* attitudes toward collective bargaining,
17.

There was a significant relationship between

faculty members* academic ranks and their attitudes toward
collective bargaining at the .05 level of significance.
18.

There were significant differences among the

faculty members' attitudes toward collective bargaining
based on the size of their institutions at the .05 level of
significance.
19.

There were no significant interactions between

academic rank and departmental affiliation of faculty
members as they related to collective bargaining.
Conclusions
t

Several conclusions were drawn from the analyses
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presented in Chapter 3-

The basis for this study was the

determination of the existence of shared authority.

In the

AAHE study, it was concluded that decision making in
institutions of higher education exhibited administrative
primacy.

At the public institutions in Virginia included

in this study, the practice of sharing authority was not
found to be much different, if at all, from that found in
the earlier AAHE study.
The practice of sharing authority seemed to be a
function of age.

As institutions grew older, there was a

tendency to share more authority with institutional constit
uents.

Maturity seems to lead to decentralization within

the administrative structure.

At newer institutions less

authority waB shared, since decision making tended to be more
centralized.

Usually such a centralized system was needed

to acquire the needed resources to establish an institution
or to change its status.

Once the institution had experi

enced its birth and young growing pains, more decision
making authority was turned over to constituents.
Academic rank, which would also be a factor of age,
affected faculty perceptions of shared authority.

Full

professors perceived that they shared m ore in decisions than
did instructors.

Of course, this could have resulted from

the fact that professors may have been at the institution
longer and generally agreed with decision making at their
institutions.

Instructors felt that they had fewer opportu-
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nities to share in decision making.
It must be concluded that there was support for
collective bargaining among faculty in higher education in
Virginia.

Senior colleges not granting doctorate degrees

appeared to be the most inclined toward collective bargain
ing.

Faculty from departments of social science, humanities,

and education were favorable of bargaining collectively, as
well as were instructors in general.

Usually the larger

the institution, the greater the tendency to favor collec
tive bargaining.

Faculty may have felt that their power

was reduced or widely dispersed in larger institutions.
Therefore, to regain or to maintain their relative authority
and power, a turn toward collective bargaining was accepted
as an alternative.
Recommendations
1,

Further research should be conducted to determine

the perceptions of administrators and students as to the
practice of shared authority.
2.

If the concept of shared authority is accepted,

models of governance should be developed to aid institutional
constituencies in effectively sharing authority.
3.

Administrators and faculty should work together to

develop shared authority within their institutions.

Such

effort could eliminate the need for collective bargaining.
4,

A determination of the areas of authority desired
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by each constituency of the institution should be made.

At

the same time a determination needs to be made as to what
authority could be exercised best by each constituency—
faculty* administrators, and students.
5.

If effective methods of sharing authority, as per

ceived by faculty, could not be developed, administrators
and faculty could begin preparing for collective bargaining.
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APPENDIX A
INTRODUCTORY LETTER
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Dear Faculty Member*
Governance in higher education has been and is
being subjected to pressures for participation by the
various institutional constituencies. You are being
asked to participate in a study to determine the
extent of authority sharing in public institutions
of higher education in Virginia, This study is being
conducted so that I may fulfill the requirements for
the doctorate degree in higher education administration
at The College of William and Mary,
Enclosed you will find a questionnaire asking
for your perceptions of decision making at your
institution. A postage paid return envelope is enclosed
for your convenience.
The
You will
you make
used for

questionnaire will remain completely confidential.
in no way be identified with the responses
to the questionnaire. The code number will be
control purposes only.

Your response is important so that the status of
academic governance in Virginia's institutions of
higher education can be determined. I would appreciate
a prompt return of your questionnaire.
Sincerely*

James 0. Armstrong, II
Associate Professor
John Tyler Community College

9
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APPENDIX C
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Dear Faculty Member,
On March 8, 1975* a questionnaire was sent to
you concerning a research project to determine faculty
perceptions of institutional governance in Virginia's
public colleges and universities. So far I have not
received your reply. Perhaps you did not receive the
first questionnaire or have been unable to complete
the questionnaire.
For your convenience, I am enclosing another
questionnaire and stamped, self-addressed envelope.
It is important that you return your completed
questionnaire as soon as possible so that your responses
can be analyzed along with those of faculty from other
public colleges and universities. Your cooperation
will be appreciated.
Sincerely,

James 0. Armstrong, II
Associate Professor
John Tyler Community College
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this research was to determine faculty
perceptions of the practice of shared authority in Virginia
institutions of public higher education and their attitudes
toward collective bargaining.
A questionnaire was sent to 350 randomly selected full
time faculty members. Responses were requested about the
degree of authority exercised by faculty in decisions per
taining to faculty affairs, appointments, academic programs,
and planning and governance. Also requested was an indi
cation as to their feelings about collective bargaining and
their academic rank. Institutional size, institutional age,
and departmental affiliation were independently obtained.
Of the 2^1 questionnaires returned, 153 were completely
usable, 62 were partially usable, and 26 were nonusable.
The data were analyzed by tests for significant differ
ences between means, analysis of variance, and multiple
regression.
The analyses of the data indicated faculty perceived
decision making as falling somewhere between shared author
ity and administrative primacy. The only decisions in which
faculty felt they shared authority were on academic programs.
Faculty felt administrators made decisions with only an
appearance of faculty consultation. Shared authority was
perceived as being practiced more at older institutions.
University faculty perceived more sharing of authority. In
stitutional size was not related to faculty perceptions of
shared authority. At large, old institutions and small,
young institutions, faculty perceived more sharing of
authority.
Academic rank and departmental affiliation had little
relationship to perceptions of shared authority. Faculty
from the natural and social sciences believed they shared
more authority in faculty affairs than did faculty of other
departments. Senior faculty felt they shared more authority
than did junior faculty only in decisions on appointments.
A faculty member who perceived that authority was
shared at his institution was usually opposed to collective
bargaining. The correlation of .18362 was independent of
institutional age, institutional size, and academic rank.
Faculty from senior colleges without doctoral programs
were the most favorable toward collective bargaining. Twoyear college faculties were next and university faculties
were neutral. At older institutions, faculty were neutral
toward collective bargaining\ while at colleges founded
between 1900 and i960 faculty were favorably inclined toward
bargaining. Small college faculties were more favorable of
collective bargaining. Among academic ranks, instructors
were most favorable of bargaining.
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